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I refuse to undertake to prove them before your eyes. For these
matters are such that anyone ought to experience them in himself,
rather than be convinced of them by ratiocination; but you, 0
flesh, appear not to pay heed to what the mind transacts within
itself. Refuse then to be free, if freedom does not please you ; I at
least shall rejoice in my liberty, since I experience it in myself, and
you have assailed it not with proof but with bare negations merely.
Perchance I shall receive more credence from others, because I
affirm that which I have experienced and anyone may experience in
himself, than you who make your denial merely because you chance
not to have experienced it.

Yet it can be shown conclusively from your words that you
yourself have had that experience. For in denying that we can
guard against error, because you will not have it that the will can
be borne towards anything to which it is not determined by the
understanding, you at the same time allow that we can refrain J^rom
persisting in error1. But to do so is wholly impossible unless the
will has the power of directing itself towards one side or the other
apart from any determination by the understanding, the fact which
you denied. For, if the understanding has once determined the
will to propound some false judgment, I ask you : when first it
(the will) begins to take heed lest it continue in error, what is it
that determines it to do so ? If that determination is due to itself
then it can be moved in a certain direction without impulsion by
the understanding, which you denied, and about which alone the
dispute has been raised. If, on the other hand, it is the under-
standing which is responsible, it is not the will itself which takes
heed; and what happens is merely that, just as it was formerly
impelled towards the falsity which the understanding set before it,
so now it accidentally happens to be directed towards the truth,
because the understanding has set the truth before it. But besides
this I should like to know what conception you have of the nature
of falsity, and how you think that it can be an object of the under-
standing. I, who by falsity understand only the privation of truth,
am convinced that it is an absolute contradiction that the under-
standing should apprehend the false under the guise of the truth;
but this would be a necessary consequence if understanding could
determine the will to embrace the false.

4.   As to the profit to be derived from these Meditations I have
given sufficient warning in the brief preface, which I think you have

1 Above, p. 181, sub fin.
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